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LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session. 

f 

RECESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 3:05 p.m., recessed subject to the call 
of the chair and reassembled when 
called to order by the Presiding Officer 
(Mr. BROWN of Ohio.) 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I was grati-
fied to hear the Republicans taking 
their demand for Social Security cuts 
off the table. The truth is that they 
should never have been on the table to 
begin with. 

There is still a significant difference 
between the two sides but negotiations 
continue. There is still time left to 
reach an agreement, and we intend to 
continue negotiations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate now proceed to a period of 
morning business for debate only, with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are 
going to come in at 11 a.m. tomorrow 
morning. We will have further an-
nouncements, perhaps, at 11 o’clock in 
the morning. I certainly hope so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Connecticut is recog-
nized. 

f 

REPORT ON THE TERRORIST 
ATTACK AT BENGHAZI 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
guess the good news is that I am rising 
today not to speak about the fiscal 
cliff. What I am speaking about is not 
good news because it deals with the 
tragic event that occurred in Benghazi, 
Libya, on September 11, when terror-
ists took the lives of our Ambassador, 
Chris Stevens, and three other brave 
Americans who were serving us there. 

I rise today, along with the ranking 
member of the Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Committee, Sen-
ator COLLINS, to submit for the RECORD 
the report she and I have been working 
on with our staffs and other members 
of the committee following those 
events in Libya. We call this report 
‘‘Flashing Red: A Special Report On 
The Terrorist Attack At Benghazi.’’ 
‘‘Flashing red’’ is a term that was used 
in a conversation with us by an official 
of the State Department, and it could 
not have been more correct. All the 
evidence was flashing red that we had 
put American personnel in Benghazi in 

an increasingly dangerous situation, 
with violent Islamic extremists gath-
ering there, with events having oc-
curred, attacks on our mission there— 
two others prior that year. Yet we did 
not give them the security they needed 
to protect them, and we did not make 
the decision that I believe we should 
have made, since we did not provide 
them with the security, that we should 
have closed our mission there. As a re-
sult, people really suffered. 

We recognize that the congression-
ally mandated Accountability Review 
Board at the Department of State has 
issued a report on the events in 
Benghazi. I think it was an excellent 
report. There are other committees of 
Congress continuing with their own in-
vestigations. Each of these will and 
should make a valuable contribution to 
our understanding of what happened at 
Benghazi so that we can take steps to 
make sure nothing like it ever happens 
again. 

Under the rules of the Senate, the 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs has a unique 
mandate to investigate the effective-
ness and efficiency of governmental 
agencies, especially when matters that 
span multiple agencies are involved. 

Our report is intended to inform the 
Senate and the American people about 
events immediately before, during, and 
after the attack at Benghazi. In order 
to contribute most to the public de-
bate, we have chosen to include only 
unclassified information in this report. 
We are hopeful that the report can and 
will make an important contribution 
to the ongoing discussions about how 
to better protect our diplomatic per-
sonnel abroad. 

Our report contains 10 findings and 11 
recommendations that we believe can 
help us better protect our diplomats 
and others who serve our country, 
often in very dangerous places. I ask 
unanimous consent that the full text of 
the report be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, this 

is probably the last opportunity I will 
have to do this, to thank the ranking 
member again for the extraordinary 
partnership we have had for more than 
a decade now on the Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee. It is really meaningful to me 
that we have this last opportunity to 
do something together, across party 
lines, that we believe and hope will be 
in our national interest. 

EXHIBIT 1 
FLASHING RED: A SPECIAL REPORT ON THE 

TERRORIST ATTACK AT BENGHAZI 
(By Joseph I. Lieberman, Chairman and 

Susan M. Collins, Ranking Member) 
UNITED STATES SENATE COMMITTEE ON HOME-

LAND SECURITY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
December 30, 2012 

While our country spent September 11, 
2012, remembering the terrorist attacks that 
took place 11 years earlier, brave Americans 
posted at U.S. government facilities in 

Benghazi, Libya, were fighting for their lives 
against a terrorist assault. When the fight 
ended, U.S. Ambassador to Libya John C. 
(Chris) Stevens and three other Americans 
were dead and U.S. facilities in Benghazi 
were left in ruin. We must remember the sac-
rifice that these selfless public servants 
made to support the struggle for freedom in 
Libya and to improve our own national secu-
rity. While we mourn their deaths, it is also 
crucial that we learn from how they died. By 
examining the circumstances of the attack 
in Benghazi on September 11th, we hope to 
gain a better understanding of what went 
wrong and what we must do now to ensure 
better protection for American diplomatic 
personnel who must sometimes operate in 
dangerous places abroad. 

We are cognizant that the Congressionally- 
mandated Accountability Review Board 
(ARB) of the Department of State has now 
issued its important and constructive report 
and that other Congressional committees are 
investigating the Benghazi attack as well. 
Each makes significant contributions to our 
collective understanding of what transpired 
and what we must do going forward. 

The Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs (HSGAC), pursuant to 
its authority under Rule XXV(k) of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, Section 101 of 
S. Res 445 (108th Congress) and Section 12(e) 
of S. Res 81 (112th Congress), has a unique 
mandate to investigate the effectiveness and 
efficiency of governmental agencies, espe-
cially when matters that span multiple gov-
ernment agencies are involved. Over the 
years, HSGAC has spent much time and dedi-
cated considerable resources to under-
standing the challenges inherent in national 
security interagency relationships, and it is 
through this lens that we have examined and 
drawn lessons from the attack in Benghazi. 

Since the 112th Congress is drawing to a 
close, this investigation has necessarily been 
conducted with a sense of urgency and with 
focused objectives. Our findings and rec-
ommendations are based on investigative 
work that the Committee has conducted 
since shortly after the attack of September 
11, 2012, including meetings of members and 
staff with senior and mid-level government 
officials; reviews of thousands of pages of 
documents provided by the Department of 
State, Department of Defense, and the Intel-
ligence Community (IC); written responses 
to questions posed by the Committee to 
these agencies; and reading of publicly-avail-
able documents. 

In the report that follows we provide a 
brief factual overview of the attacks in 
Benghazi and then discuss our findings and 
recommendations. 

BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE BENGHAZI ATTACKS 
The attacks in Benghazi occurred at two 

different locations: a Department of State 
‘‘Temporary Mission Facility’’ and an Annex 
facility (‘‘Annex’’) approximately a mile 
away used by another agency of the United 
States Government. On September 11th, Am-
bassador Stevens was in Benghazi, accom-
panied by two Diplomatic Security (DS) 
agents who had traveled there with him. 
Also present were three other DS agents and 
a Foreign Service Officer, Sean Smith, who 
were posted at the Temporary Mission Facil-
ity (‘‘facility’’ or ‘‘compound’’). There were 
also three members of the February 17 Bri-
gade, a Libyan militia deputized by the Liby-
an government but not under its direct con-
trol, and four unarmed local contract guards 
protecting the compound. 

During the day on September 11th, the 
Ambassador held several meetings on the 
compound and retired to his room at ap-
proximately 9:00 p.m. local time. About 40 
minutes later, several agents and guards 
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heard loud shouting, noises coming from the 
gate, as well as gunfire, and an explosion. A 
closed-circuit television monitor at the fa-
cility’s Tactical Operations Center (‘‘TOC’’) 
showed a large number of armed people flow-
ing unimpeded through the main gate. One of 
the DS agents in the compound’s TOC trig-
gered an audible alarm, and immediately 
alerted the U.S. Embassy in Tripoli and DS 
headquarters in Washington. These notifica-
tions were quickly transmitted from the De-
partment of State to the Department of De-
fense. DS headquarters maintained open 
phone lines with the DS personnel through-
out the attack. That same DS agent also 
called the Annex to request assistance from 
security personnel there, who immediately 
began to prepare to aid the U.S. personnel at 
the diplomatic facility. 

When the attack commenced, four DS 
agents and Foreign Service Officer Smith 
were in or just outside the same building 
where the Ambassador was spending that 
night. A fifth DS agent was in the TOC when 
the terrorist attack began. Ambassador Ste-
vens, Smith, and one DS agent sought shel-
ter in the building’s safe haven, a fortified 
area designed to keep intruders out, while 
the other three agents went to retrieve addi-
tional weapons and tactical gear such as 
body armor, helmets, and ammunition. After 
retrieving their gear, at least two of the DS 
agents sought to return to the building 
where the Ambassador was. On the way back, 
however, the DS agents encountered 
attackers. The lone DS agent with the Am-
bassador reported via radio that he was se-
cure within the safe haven, allowing the two 
agents who had left in search of weapons to 
seek refuge in the same building where they 
had armed themselves. The third DS agent 
who had gone to the TOC to retrieve his 
gear, stayed there with the DS agent who 
had been manning the TOC since the begin-
ning of the attack. 

The attackers started to set several of the 
compound’s structures on fire, using diesel 
fuel found on site, and groups of attackers 
tried to enter several buildings on the com-
pound. The attackers did not succeed in en-
tering the TOC, but did succeed in entering 
the building where Ambassador Stevens was 
staying and the building where the two DS 
agents were seeking refuge. No safe havens 
were breached during the initial assault. The 
attackers spread the diesel fuel throughout 
the building where the Ambassador was hid-
ing, and ignited it, causing the building to 
fill with smoke. 

When the smoke became so thick that 
breathing was difficult, the DS agent at-
tempted to lead the Ambassador and Smith 
to escape through a nearby window. The 
agent opened the window to make sure it 
was safe to leave, and stepped out but then 
realized he had become separated from the 
Ambassador and Smith. The agent radioed 
the TOC, requesting assistance and returned 
numerous times to the building to look for 
the Ambassador and Smith. When the other 
agents arrived, they also took turns entering 
and searching the building. Though they 
were able to find and remove Smith’s body, 
they were unable to find Ambassador Ste-
vens. 

After being notified about the attack, 
Annex personnel had attempted to contact 
the February 17 Brigade, other militias, and 
the Libyan government to ask for assistance. 
After gathering necessary weapons and gear, 
at approximately 10:04 p.m., six security per-
sonnel and a translator left the Annex en 
route to the facility. Prior to reaching the 
facility, they again attempted to contact 
and enlist assistance from the February 17 
Brigade, other militias, and the Libyan gov-
ernment. By 10:25 p.m., the security per-
sonnel from the Annex had entered the com-

pound and engaged in a 15-minute firefight 
with the armed invaders. The team reached 
the Ambassador’s building at 10:40 p.m. but 
was unable to find him due to the intense 
fire and smoke. 

At 11:15 p.m., the Annex security personnel 
sent the DS agents (who were all suffering 
from smoke inhalation from their contin-
uous search for Ambassador Stevens and 
Smith) to the Annex, and followed there 
later, both groups taking fire while en route. 
By this time, an unmanned, unarmed sur-
veillance aircraft began circling over the 
Benghazi compound, having been diverted by 
the Department of Defense from its previous 
surveillance assignment over another loca-
tion. Soon after the Americans returned to 
the Annex, just before midnight, they were 
attacked by rocket-propelled grenade (RPG) 
and small arms fire. The sporadic attacks 
stopped at approximately 1:01 a.m. 

U.S. government security personnel who 
were based in Tripoli had deployed to 
Benghazi by chartered aircraft after receiv-
ing word of the attack, arriving at the 
Benghazi airport at 1:15 a.m. They were held 
at the airport for at least three hours while 
they negotiated with Libyan authorities 
about logistics. The exact cause of this 
hours-long delay, and its relationship to the 
rescue effort, remains unclear and merits 
further inquiry. Was it simply the result of a 
difficult Libyan bureaucracy and a chaotic 
environment or was it part of a plot to keep 
American help from reaching the Americans 
under siege in Benghazi? 

The team from Tripoli finally cleared the 
airport and arrived at the Annex at approxi-
mately 5:04 a.m., about ten minutes before a 
new assault by the terrorist began, involving 
mortar rounds fired at the Annex. The at-
tack concluded at approximately 5:26 a.m., 
leaving Annex security team members Ty-
rone Woods and Glen Doherty dead and two 
others wounded. The decision was then made 
to leave the Annex. Libyan forces, not mili-
tia, arrived around 6:00 a.m. with 50 vehicles 
and escorted the Americans to the airport. 
Two planes carrying all remaining U.S. per-
sonnel then left Benghazi. The first flight de-
parted between 7:00 a.m. and 7:40 a.m. (agen-
cy timelines vary on this point) and the sec-
ond at 10:00 a.m. 

American government officials outside of 
Benghazi learned of the attack shortly after 
it started at 3:40 p.m. EST (9:40 p.m. 
Benghazi time). DS agents, in addition to no-
tifying personnel at the Annex, immediately 
alerted officials at the U.S Embassy in Trip-
oli and the Department of State Head-
quarters in Washington, D.C. As noted ear-
lier, the U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM) at 
the Department of Defense (DOD) directed an 
unarmed surveillance aircraft to the skies 
over the Benghazi compound at 3:59 p.m. 
EST. It arrived there at 5:10 p.m. EST (11:10 
p.m. Benghazi time). At 4:32 p.m., the Na-
tional Military Command Center in the Pen-
tagon alerted the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense and the Joint Staff, and the infor-
mation was shared with Secretary of Defense 
Leon Panetta and Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, General Martin Dempsey. 
Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey 
were at the White House for a previously 
scheduled meeting at 5:00 p.m. and so were 
able to brief the President on the develop-
ments in Benghazi as they were occurring. 

From 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. EST, Secretary Pa-
netta met with senior DOD officials to dis-
cuss the Benghazi attack and other violence 
in the region in reaction to the anti-Muslim 
video. The Secretary directed three actions: 
1) that one Fleet Antiterrorism Security 
Team (FAST) platoon stationed in Rota, 
Spain, deploy to Benghazi and that a second 
FAST platoon in Rota prepare to deploy to 
Tripoli; 2) that U.S. European Command’s 

In-extremis Force, which happened to be 
training in central Europe, deploy to a stag-
ing base in southern Europe; and 3) that a 
special operations force based in the United 
States deploy to a staging base in southern 
Europe. The National Command Center 
transmitted formal authorization for these 
actions at 8:39 p.m. A FAST platoon arrived 
in Tripoli the evening (local time) of Sep-
tember 12th, and the other forces arrived 
that evening at a staging base in Italy, long 
after the terrorist attack on the U.S. facili-
ties in Benghazi had ended and four Ameri-
cans had been killed. 

KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Finding 1. In the months leading up to the 

attack on the Temporary Mission Facility in 
Benghazi, there was a large amount of evi-
dence gathered by the U.S. Intelligence Com-
munity (IC) and from open sources that 
Benghazi was increasingly dangerous and un-
stable, and that a significant attack against 
American personnel there was becoming 
much more likely. While this intelligence 
was effectively shared within the Intel-
ligence Community (IC) and with key offi-
cials at the Department of State, it did not 
lead to a commensurate increase in security 
at Benghazi nor to a decision to close the 
American mission there, either of which 
would have been more than justified by the 
intelligence presented. 

Security decisions concerning U.S. facili-
ties and personnel overseas are informed by 
several different types of information, in-
cluding classified threat reporting from the 
IC; cables and spot reports from U.S. diplo-
matic posts, which describe local incidents 
and threats; and publicly available informa-
tion. Prior to the attack, the IC and the De-
partment of State were aware of the overall 
threat landscape in Libya and the challenges 
facing the new Libyan government in ad-
dressing those threats. This understanding 
evolved over time, consistent with broader 
changes in the nature of the threat, and also 
based on reported incidents and attacks in 
Benghazi and other parts of Libya in 2012. 

The Committee has reviewed dozens of 
classified intelligence reports on the evo-
lution of threats in Libya which were issued 
between February 2011 and September 11, 
2012. We are precluded in this report from 
discussing the information in detail, but 
overall, these intelligence reports (as the 
ARB similarly noted) provide a clear and 
vivid picture of a rapidly deteriorating 
threat environment in eastern Libya—one 
that we believe should have been sufficient 
to inform policy-makers of the growing dan-
ger to U.S. facilities and personnel in that 
part of the country and the urgency of them 
doing something about it. This information 
was effectively shared by the IC with key of-
ficials at the Department of State. For ex-
ample, both the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State for International Programs in the 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security, Charlene 
Lamb, who was responsible for the security 
at more than 275 diplomatic facilities, and 
former Regional Security Officer (RSO) for 
Libya Eric Nordstrom, who was the principal 
security adviser to the U.S. Ambassador in 
Libya from September 21, 2011 to July 26, 
2012, told the Committee that they had full 
access to all threat information from the IC 
about eastern Libya during the months be-
fore the attack of September 11, 2012. Yet the 
Department failed to take adequate action 
to protect its personnel there. 

This classified intelligence reporting was 
complemented by open-source reporting on 
attacks and other incidents targeting west-
ern interests in Libya during the months 
prior to the September 11, 2012 attack. The 
RSO in Libya compiled a list of 234 security 
incidents in Libya between June 2011 and 
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July 2012, 50 of which took place in Benghazi. 
The document describes an array of inci-
dents, including large-scale militia clashes, 
protests involving several hundred people, 
and the temporary detention of non-govern-
mental organization (NGO) workers and of 
U.S. diplomatic personnel in Benghazi. 
Under Secretary for Management Patrick 
Kennedy noted in a briefing for the Com-
mittee, that Libya and Benghazi were ‘‘flash-
ing red’’ around the time of the attack. 

The incident reporting shows that western 
facilities and personnel became an increas-
ing focus of threats in the spring of 2012. For 
example, on April 2, 2012 in Benghazi, a Brit-
ish diplomatic vehicle was attacked by a 
mob of demonstrators. Four days later, on 
April 6th, a crude improvised explosive de-
vice (IED) was thrown over the wall of the 
U.S. facility in Benghazi, causing minimal 
damage. A spot report on the day of the 
event stated that shortly after the event two 
individuals were questioned. The suspects in-
cluded one current and one former guard em-
ployed by Blue Mountain Group, the com-
pany which supplied the unarmed Libyan 
contract guards responsible for screening 
visitors to the U.S. compound—underscoring 
the potential risk of an insider threat in 
Benghazi. Four days after that, on April 
10th, also in Benghazi, a crude IED was 
thrown at the convoy of the United Nations 
Special Envoy to Libya. 

Other publicly reported incidents occurred 
during this time frame, but there are four 
that we believe are particularly noteworthy. 
Taken as a whole, they demonstrated the ca-
pability and intent of Benghazi-based 
Islamist extremist groups to conduct a sig-
nificant attack against U.S. or other western 
interests in Libya: 

On May 22, 2012, the International Com-
mittee for the Red Cross/Red Crescent (ICRC) 
building in Benghazi was hit by two RPG 
rounds, causing damage to the building but 
no casualties. Several days later, the Bri-
gades of the Imprisoned Sheikh Omar Abdel 
Rahman claimed responsibility for this at-
tack, accusing the ICRC of proselytizing in 
Libya. 

On June 6, 2012, the U.S. Temporary Mis-
sion Facility in Benghazi was targeted by an 
IED attack that blew a hole in the perimeter 
wall. Credit for this attack was also claimed 
by the Brigades of the Imprisoned Sheikh 
Omar Abdel Rahman, which said it carried 
out the attack in response to the reported 
drone strike on al Qaeda leader Abu Yahya 
al-Libi in Northern Waziristan. 

On June 11, 2012, an attack was carried out 
in Benghazi on the convoy of the British Am-
bassador to Libya. Attackers fired an RPG 
on the convoy, followed by small arms fire. 
Two British bodyguards were injured in the 
attack. This attack was characterized after-
wards in an incident report by the Depart-
ment of State’s Bureau of Diplomatic Secu-
rity as a ‘‘complex, coordinated attack.’’ 

On June 18, 2012, the Tunisian consulate in 
Benghazi was stormed by individuals affili-
ated with Ansar al-Sharia Libya (AAS), al-
legedly because of ‘‘attacks by Tunisian art-
ists against Islam.’’ 

Overall, the threat to western interests in 
eastern Libya and in Benghazi specifically 
was high even prior to the attack of Sep-
tember 11, 2012. Reviewing these incidents, 
an unclassified open source report by a con-
tractor to AFRICOM noted in July 2012 that: 

‘‘Nonetheless, Benghazi has seen a notable 
increase in violence in recent months, par-
ticularly against international targets. 
These events point to strong anti-Western 
sentiments among certain segments of the 
population, the willingness of Salafi-jihadi 
groups in the city to openly engage in vio-
lence against foreign targets, and their ca-
pacity to carry out these attacks.’’ 

Taking classified reporting on the increas-
ing dangers in eastern Libya together with 
the open source incidents should have pro-
vided a clear picture of the dangers for 
American personnel in Benghazi unless their 
security were greatly improved. 

Finding 2. Notwithstanding the increas-
ingly dangerous environment in eastern 
Libya in 2011 and 2012, the U.S. government 
did not have specific intelligence of an immi-
nent attack on the U.S. mission in Benghazi. 
The lack of such actionable intelligence may 
reflect a failure in the IC to focus suffi-
ciently on terrorist groups that have weak 
or no operational ties to core al Qaeda and 
its main affiliates. 

While the IC had developed and adequately 
shared general threat information on ter-
rorist groups and Islamist extremist militias 
in eastern Libya prior to the attack, it did 
not have specific warning that this attack 
was to take place on September 11, 2012. In-
telligence capabilities that provide early, 
specific warnings have played a critical role 
in preventing terrorist attacks against U.S. 
facilities overseas and in the homeland in 
the last decade. There were no such warnings 
available for Benghazi before the attack of 
September 11, 2012. Why? 

First, there may not have been significant 
or elaborate advance planning for the at-
tack. In a hearing before our Committee on 
September 19, 2012, National Counter-
terrorism Center (NCTC) Director Matthew 
Olsen described the attack as ‘‘opportun-
istic’’ and stated that the IC had no indica-
tion of ‘‘significant advanced planning or co-
ordination for this attack.’’ 

However, the activities of local terrorist 
and Islamist extremist groups in Libya may 
have received insufficient attention from the 
IC prior to the attack, partially because 
some of the groups possessed ambiguous 
operational ties to core al Qaeda and its pri-
mary affiliates. For example, public state-
ments by Libyan officials and many news re-
ports have indicated that Ansar al-Sharia 
Libya (AAS) was one of the key groups in-
volved in carrying out this attack on the 
U.S. facility in Benghazi. The group took 
credit on its own Facebook page for the at-
tack before later deleting the post. U.S. offi-
cials viewed AAS prior to the attack as a 
‘‘local extremist group with an eye on gain-
ing political ground in Libya.’’ AAS has not 
been designated as a foreign terrorist organi-
zation by the U.S. government, and appar-
ently the IC was ‘‘not focused’’ on this group 
to the same extent as core al Qaeda and its 
operational affiliates. 

This finding has broader implications for 
U.S. counterterrorism activities in the Mid-
dle East and North Africa. With Osama bin 
Laden dead and core al Qaeda weakened, a 
new collection of violent Islamist extremist 
organizations and cells have emerged in the 
last two to three years. These groups are not 
all operationally linked to core al Qaeda or 
in some cases have only weak ties to al 
Qaeda. This trend is particularly notable in 
countries such as Libya, Egypt, Tunisia, and 
Syria that are going through political tran-
sition or military conflict as a result of the 
political upheavals referred to as the ‘‘Arab 
Spring.’’ 

While such groups do not always have 
strong operational ties to al Qaeda, they ad-
here to a similar violent Islamist extremist 
ideology. As an unclassified August 2012 re-
port by the Library of Congress noted, AAS 
in Libya shares common symbols (the black 
flag) and ideology with al Qaeda. This Com-
mittee has spent several years focusing on 
the role that this ideology plays in moti-
vating homegrown violent Islamist extrem-
ists, most of whom have no direct ties to al 
Qaeda. A similar phenomenon, though poten-
tially much more dangerous, is at work with 

respect to many of these nascent terrorist 
groups, and is leading many of them to shift 
their focus from local grievances to foreign 
attacks against U.S. and other western fa-
cilities overseas. 

Recommendation: U.S. intelligence agen-
cies must broaden and deepen their focus in 
Libya, and beyond, on nascent violent 
Islamist extremist groups in the region that 
lack strong operational ties to core al Qaeda 
or its main affiliate groups. One benefit of 
doing so would be improved tactical warning 
capabilities, the kind of which were not 
present at Benghazi, but might have been 
even for an ‘‘opportunistic’’ attack. 

Finding 3. The absence of specific intel-
ligence about an imminent attack should not 
have prevented the Department of State 
from taking more effective steps to protect 
its personnel and facilities in Benghazi. 

This finding reflects earlier conclusions of 
the 1985 Advisory Panel on Overseas Security 
(‘‘Inman Report’’) and the 1999 Account-
ability Review Board report on the attacks 
on the U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tan-
zania, which both warned the Department of 
State against becoming too reliant on tac-
tical intelligence to determine the level of 
potential terrorist threats. The Inman report 
points out that ‘‘it would be foolhardy to 
make security decisions on the basis of an 
expectation of advance warning of peril.’’ 

Deputy Assistant Secretary Charlene 
Lamb stated that the level and kind of at-
tack at Benghazi was something they had 
never seen before anywhere in the world. 
However, given clear warnings that threats 
were increasing in the Benghazi area, the De-
partment of State should not have waited for 
a specific incident to happen or expected the 
delivery of tactical intelligence of a specific, 
imminent threat before taking additional 
steps to protect its diplomats or, if that was 
not possible, to close the Benghazi facility. 

Recommendation: In providing security for 
its personnel around the world, the Depart-
ment of State must fully consider the types 
of attacks that could take place given the 
strategic threat environment, even in the ab-
sence of imminent warning intelligence. 

Finding 4. Prior to the terrorist attacks in 
Libya on September 11, 2012, it was widely 
understood that the Libyan government was 
incapable of performing its duty to protect 
U.S. diplomatic facilities and personnel, as 
required by longstanding international 
agreements, but the Department of State 
failed to take adequate steps to fill the re-
sulting security gap, or to invest in upgrad-
ing the Libyan security forces. 

A host country’s responsibility to protect 
and safeguard a foreign nation’s diplomatic 
personnel and facilities in its country has 
been codified in several international trea-
ties, including the 1963 Vienna Convention 
on Consular Relations, which states that 
‘‘[t]he receiving State is under a special duty 
to take all appropriate steps to protect the 
consular premises against any intrusion or 
damage and to prevent any disturbance of 
the peace of the consular post or impairment 
of its dignity.’’ The Treaty also states that 
‘‘[t]he receiving State shall treat consular 
officers with due respect and shall take all 
appropriate steps to prevent any attack on 
their person, freedom or dignity.’’ 

A host country’s protection of an Amer-
ican embassy or other diplomatic facilities is 
one of the most important elements of secu-
rity at that facility, but it is not the only 
one. A facility’s own security, such as its 
U.S. Marine Corps Security Guards, DS 
agents, and in some cases, private security 
guards under contract, is also critical to its 
overall security posture. States whose gov-
ernments do not exercise full control over 
their sovereign territory, or that have a lim-
ited security capability, cannot be counted 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:53 Dec 31, 2012 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A30DE6.013 S30DEPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8533 December 30, 2012 
on to safeguard U.S. diplomatic personnel 
and facilities. This is usually true, of course, 
in the aftermath of a revolution or civil 
war—as was the case in Libya—where the 
provision of protective services by the host 
nations is unpredictable at best. In those in-
stances, the Department of State must im-
prove one or more of the other three protec-
tors of mission security within its control: 
Marine Corps Security Guards, Dipolmatic 
Security agents, or private security contrac-
tors. 

In February 2011, the revolution began to 
end Colonel Muammar al-Qadhafi’s auto-
cratic rule of Libya. Between February and 
October of 2011, Libya was consumed with in-
tense fighting between anti-government 
groups and Qadhafi’s regime. On October 20, 
2011, opposition forces conquered the last Qa-
dhafi stronghold in Sirte and killed Qadhafi. 
Qadhafi’s death ended the revolt but left 
open the question of who would govern Libya 
and how. 

Just days after Qadhafi’s death, Libyans 
turned to the interim Transitional National 
Council (TNC), established in the spring of 
2011, to improve security and begin the proc-
ess of reconstituting national institutions. 
However, the TNC faced numerous chal-
lenges and ‘‘struggled to calm the incendiary 
regional and factional disputes or exert con-
trol even over its own militias.’’ Since no co-
hesive opposition group emerged from the 
civil war, the TNC had to contend with var-
ious armed factions that ‘‘remained a law 
unto themselves.’’ 

On July 7, 2012, Libyan voters participated 
in the first national election since 1965 and 
elected 200 members to the General National 
Congress. The election of the General Na-
tional Congress represented a significant po-
litical achievement, but the formation of a 
new government was still under negotiation 
when the attacks in Benghazi occurred three 
months later in September. Civil order had 
not yet been restored. According to one ex-
pert review, ‘‘[a]ttacks on international tar-
gets, a series of aggressive attacks by armed 
Salafists on religious buildings around the 
country, and an assassination campaign 
against senior security officers have fueled 
widespread criticism of interim leaders since 
early 2012.’’ 

Given the unstable political and security 
situation, particularly in eastern Libya, the 
Libyan government was unable to provide se-
curity protection to foreign diplomatic fa-
cilities in a manner consistent with inter-
national law. That is why the Department of 
State relied in part on a local militia, the 
February 17 Brigade, to provide protection 
for the Benghazi facility, as well as unarmed 
Libyan guards under contract with a private 
security firm. Throughout 2012, Department 
of State officials questioned the February 17 
Brigade’s competence and expressed con-
cerns about its abilities. U.S. Department of 
State personnel were also concerned about 
the involvement of members of the February 
17 Brigade in the extrajudicial detention of 
U.S. diplomatic personnel in at least one in-
cident in Benghazi. Eric Nordstrom, told the 
Committee that while the February 17 Bri-
gade did provide some protection and would 
likely respond to an attack, they clearly 
needed additional training. Only limited 
training ever occurred. 

Some U.S. personnel also questioned the 
Brigade’s loyalty to the Libyan government 
and their capacity or desire to safeguard 
American interests. In June 2012, an RSO in 
Benghazi wrote, ‘‘Unfortunately, given the 
current threat to the diplomatic mission, the 
militia members not currently on the [four- 
man team stationed at the facility] have ex-
pressed concern with showing active open 
support for the Americans in Benghazi.’’ No-
tably, the contract between the State De-

partment and the February 17 Brigade had 
expired by the time of the attack. In a hand-
off email to his replacement on August 29, 
2012, the principal U.S. diplomatic officer in 
Benghazi wrote that the contract with the 
militia ‘‘lapsed several weeks ago’’ but that 
they were still operating under its terms. He 
said that ‘‘[t]his is a delicate issue, as we are 
relying on a militia in lieu of the central au-
thorities and [Feb 17 Brigade] has been im-
plicated in several of the recent detentions. 
We also have the usual concerns re their ul-
timate loyalties. But they are competent, 
and give us an added measure of security. 
For the time being, I don’t think we have a 
viable alternative.’’ In early September, a 
member of the February 17 Brigade told an-
other RSO in Benghazi that it could no 
longer support U.S. personnel movements. 
The RSO also asked specifically if the mili-
tia could provide additional support for the 
Ambassador’s pending visit and was told no. 

The ability of the Libyan government to 
provide surge forces to rescue or evacuate 
personnel from the Benghazi facility was 
also extremely limited. The Department of 
State recognized this limitation. As early as 
February 1, 2012, RSO Nordstrom stated in a 
memo to his superiors that the political situ-
ation in post-revolution Libya ‘‘was fragile’’ 
and that ‘‘[m]any basic state institutions, 
including emergency services and tourist fa-
cilities are not yet fully operational.’’ 

Nordstrom noted that ‘‘various factions 
and militias continue to vie for power in the 
absence of a stable political and security en-
vironment, often resulting in violence.’’ 

This view of the Libyan government’s in-
adequate security capabilities persisted 
through the attack on September 11, 2012. 
Communications from U.S. personnel in 
Libya continued to repeat the same conclu-
sions stated by Nordstrom earlier in Feb-
ruary. For instance, an early August cable 
from the Tripoli Embassy to the Department 
of State in Washington, states that even 
though the TNC had established a Supreme 
Security Council (SSC) to stabilize the secu-
rity situation in Benghazi, its own com-
mander had said that the SSC had ‘‘not coa-
lesced into an effective, stable security 
force.’’ Further, the cable warned that the 
‘‘absence of a significant deterrence, has 
contributed to a security vacuum that is 
being exploited by independent actors.’’ 
Similarly, an August 20, 2012 security update 
reported that other diplomats believed the 
SSC was ‘‘ ‘fading away,’ unwilling to take 
on ‘anyone with powerful patrons from pow-
erful tribes.’ ’’ That same month, DS per-
sonnel reviewing tripwires for an ordered de-
parture of the post—that is, political, secu-
rity, and intelligence benchmarks which 
would prompt diplomatic officials to close a 
facility or modify its operations—stated that 
‘‘[m]ission opinion is that Libyan security 
forces are indifferent to the safety needs of 
the U.S. mission.’’ On September 11, 2012, the 
day of the attack, the ‘‘Weekly Report’’ pre-
pared by Department of State officers on the 
security situation in Benghazi described the 
frustrations of an SSC commander that the 
police and security forces were ‘‘too weak to 
keep the country secure.’’ 

Prior to Ambassador Stevens’ visit to 
Benghazi in September 2012, the U.S. mission 
in Benghazi had made a request to the Liby-
an Ministry of Foreign Affairs for additional 
security in Benghazi to support the visit. At 
a minimum, these requests included appeals 
for a 24/7 police presence consisting of a vehi-
cle and personnel at each of the compound’s 
three gates. The only Libyan government re-
sponse appears to have been an SSC police 
vehicle parked in front of the front gate 
(which, as the ARB noted, sped away as the 
attack began). 

Though a few members of the February 17 
Brigade and the Libya Shield militia as-

sisted the Americans on the night of the at-
tack, the security that these militias and 
the local police provided to U.S. personnel 
was woefully inadequate to the dangerous se-
curity environment in Benghazi. 

The unarmed local contract guards also 
provided no meaningful resistance to the 
attackers. The Department of State’s Inspec-
tor General had previously found that con-
cerns about local security guards were not 
limited to Libya. A February 2012 Depart-
ment of State Inspector General (IG) report 
found that more than two-thirds of 86 diplo-
matic posts around the world surveyed re-
ported problems with their local guard con-
tractors. Of those posts that reported prob-
lems with their contractors, 37 percent said 
there was an insufficient number of local 
guards and 40 percent said there was insuffi-
cient training. The IG found that overseas 
diplomatic posts, particularly those in high- 
threat situations beyond Iraq, Afghanistan, 
and Pakistan urgently needed best-value 
contracting, which takes into account the 
past performance of contractors. 

Recommendation: When it becomes clear 
that a host nation cannot adequately per-
form its functions under the Vienna Conven-
tion, the Department of State must provide 
additional security measures of its own, ur-
gently attempt to upgrade the host nation 
security forces, or decide to close a U.S. Dip-
lomatic facility and remove U.S. personnel 
until appropriate steps can be taken to pro-
vide adequate security. American personnel 
who serve us abroad must often work in high 
risk environments, but when they do, we 
must provide them with adequate security. 
That clearly was not the case in Benghazi on 
September 11, 2012. 

Recommendation: The Department must 
conduct a review of its local guard programs 
and particularly the use of local guard con-
tractors at high-risk posts who do not meet 
appropriate standards necessary for the pro-
tection of our personnel or facilities. 

Finding 5. The Benghazi facility’s tem-
porary status had a detrimental effect on se-
curity decisions, and that fact was clearly 
known by DS personnel in Benghazi and to 
their superiors who nevertheless left the 
American personnel in Benghazi in this very 
dangerous situation. The Department of 
State did not take adequate measures to 
mitigate the facility’s significant 
vulnerabilities in this high-threat environ-
ment. 

The Department of State opened the tem-
porary mission in Benghazi in 2011 after the 
revolution against the Qadhafi government 
began because eastern Libya was the 
headquartes of the opposition to Qadhafi, 
and the embassy in Tripoli had been closed 
due to security concerns. The temporary 
mission was first located in a hotel and then 
moved, based on security concerns, to the 
compound referred to as the Temporary Mis-
sion Facility. After the U.S. Embassy was re-
opened in Tripoli when Qadhafi was over-
thrown, the Department of State initially 
planned to close the Benghazi facility in late 
2011. However, in December 2011, the Depart-
ment decided to extend its presence in 
Benghazi until December 2012. In the memo 
approving this decision, the Department 
stated that the facility would be a ‘‘smaller 
operation’’ but noted its importance to east-
ern Libyans and the assistance it could pro-
vide to the embassy in Tripoli. 

The temporary status of the Benghazi fa-
cility contributed to its vulnerability. For 
example, DS agents stationed in Benghazi 
were always on temporary duty assignments, 
remaining there for relatively short periods, 
often no longer than a month. As Nordstrom 
noted, having temporary duty agents made 
‘‘developing security procedures, policies, 
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and relationships more difficult.’’ The tem-
porary status also made it difficult to pro-
cure funds for security upgrades. A briefing 
paper prepared for a meeting of Assistant 
Secretary of State for Diplomatic Security 
Eric Boswell and then-Ambassador to Libya 
Gene Cretz noted, ‘‘Due to the ambiguity 
surrounding the duration of the U.S. Mission 
in Benghazi, RSO Benghazi has encountered 
funding issues for projects that are common-
place at most U.S. missions.’’ The Com-
mittee received conflicting evidence with re-
gard to whether the temporary Benghazi fa-
cility was on the Security Environment 
Threat List—a semiannual document that 
aids DS management in the allocation of 
overseas security resources and programs. In 
any event, it is hard to imagine there were 
more than a few Department of State mis-
sions anywhere in the world that were in a 
more dangerous environment than Benghazi. 

In the December 2011 memo approving the 
Temporary Mission Facility in Benghazi, the 
Department of State noted the need for cor-
rective security measures for the facility. 
According to RSO Nordstrom, the Depart-
ment of State never consulted with him 
about the security requirements of the facil-
ity before the December 2011 action memo 
was sent to Under Secretary Kennedy for ap-
proval. The memo approved by Kennedy indi-
cated that the Department of State would 
‘‘rapidly implement a series of corrective se-
curity measures as part of the consolidation 
of the State footprint.’’ However, the memo 
lacked details as to the security standards to 
be followed and the resources required to im-
plement the security measures. The absence 
of dedicated resources contributed to the 
constraints under which those in Washington 
and Benghazi would operate throughout 2012. 

During 2012, however, the Department did 
make a variety of field expedient security 
enhancements, including: 

The installation of concrete jersey bar-
riers; 

The installation of four vehicle barriers for 
access control and anti-ram protection; 

Increased compound lighting; 
The installation of barbed wire on top of 

the existing perimeter wall to raise height 
and on top of the interior chain link fence to 
create secondary barrier; 

The installation of platforms for property 
and street surveillance; 

The construction of four guard booths; 
The installation of steel grillwork on win-

dows; 
The installation of emergency releases on 

select windows grills for fire/emergency exit; 
The replacement of several wooden doors 

with steel doors with appropriate locking 
hardware; 

Sandbag emplacements for internal de-
fense purposes; and 

Hardening villas with safe rooms with a 
steel door. 

But these physical security upgrades were 
insufficient to deter or repel the dozens of 
armed attackers that swarmed the com-
pound, unimpeded, on September 11, 2012. As 
discussed in more detail below, the facility 
lacked the type of pedestrian barriers that 
could have slowed the attackers, even 
though the Department of State Inspector 
General and an earlier Accountability Re-
view Board had each recommended the in-
stallation of such barriers at diplomatic 
posts in high-risk places like Benghazi. 

Because the Benghazi facility was tem-
porary, no security standards applied to it. 
While existing security standards require 
meaningful physical barriers to slow pedes-
trian access for permanent U.S. diplomatic 
facilities, there were few meaningful phys-
ical barriers at the Benghazi facility that 
would slow pedestrian access other than the 
closed gate. Once the gate was opened, there 

were no other physical impediments at that 
access point to keep anyone out of the facili-
ty’s grounds or slow their assault. 

Having additional physical barriers to re-
inforce the gate might have delayed the 
breach of the compound, giving those inside 
more time to prepare for the attack. For ex-
ample, some permanent diplomatic facilities 
have a compound access control (CAC) point, 
a ‘‘mantrap,’’ or both. Both of these types of 
barriers act as gates or enclosures that are 
used to limit the movement of pedestrians 
entering a diplomatic facility. While a CAC 
is primarily installed in conjunction with a 
pedestrian entrance, a mantrap is typically 
installed in conjunction with a vehicle gate 
or barrier. According to Deputy Assistant 
Secretary Charlene Lamb, a CAC was not in 
place at Benghazi due to time and money 
constraints. She estimated a CAC there 
would have cost hundreds of thousands of 
dollars. No mantrap was in place either, 
though the reason for that is less clear. Un-
fortunately, we will never know if the addi-
tional investment in either a CAC or 
mantrap would have provided the time need-
ed to save the lives of Ambassador Chris Ste-
vens and Foreign Service Officer Sean Smith 
because of the fires set by the terrorists. 

The absence of mantraps has been identi-
fied as a security vulnerability at least twice 
in the last ten years by the Department of 
State. According to a 2009 Department of 
State Inspector General Report, the 2004 Ac-
countability Review Board regarding the at-
tack on the U.S. consulate in Jeddah, Saudi 
Arabia recommended the installation of pe-
destrian barriers at U.S. diplomatic facilities 
overseas. During that attack, terrorists 
exited their vehicle and quickly breached the 
perimeter after being stopped by the en-
trance’s anti-vehicle barrier. The attackers 
killed six and wounded several others. 

Five years later, the Department of State 
Inspector General found that the absence of 
approved security standards or recent direc-
tives from the Bureau of Diplomatic Secu-
rity regarding the installation of mantraps 
resulted in a fewer number of mantraps at 
overseas posts than required worldwide. At 
the time, 25 percent of critical threat posts 
that responded to the IG’s survey did not 
have or request a mantrap and 39 percent of 
posts rated as a high threat post that re-
sponded to the survey also had no mantraps, 
plans for a mantrap, or were unable to ac-
commodate mantraps. The numbers were 
worse for low and medium threat posts. Ac-
cording to the Department of State IG re-
port, the average cost of installing mantraps 
at a U.S. diplomatic post (including related 
infrastructure) is approximately $55,000. 

In determining the amount of additional 
security to provide to the Benghazi facility, 
the Department of State did not conduct a 
joint analysis or confer with other agencies, 
such as DOD or members of the IC. For U.S. 
diplomatic facilities at greatest risk, such as 
Benghazi, more interagency analysis of secu-
rity needs must be done to identify gaps in 
security and take the steps to address them. 
Since the attack in Benghazi, the Depart-
ment of State and the Department of De-
fense have jointly begun this important 
work, focusing initially on the highest 
threat facilities around the globe, but that 
should have happened before the attack. 

Resourcing for security is a joint responsi-
bility of the Executive Branch and the Legis-
lative Branch. The Department of State’s de-
cisions regarding security at the Benghazi 
facility were made in the context of its budg-
et and security requirements for diplomatic 
facilities around the world. Overall, the De-
partment of State’s base requests for secu-
rity funding have increased by 38 percent 
since Fiscal Year (FY) 2007, and base budget 
appropriations have increased by 27 percent 

in the same time period. Other security fund-
ing provided beyond that in supplemental ap-
propriations bills has been nearly entirely 
for diplomatic facilities in just three coun-
tries—Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. Less 
has gone elsewhere and very little is avail-
able to the temporary facilities such as the 
one in Benghazi. 

Importantly, funding requests for baseline 
diplomatic security programs have not been 
fully funded in any year since FY 2010. These 
accounts fund local guards, security tech-
nology, DS agents, and maintenance, con-
struction and security upgrades for facili-
ties. The Administration requested almost 
$2.4 billion for the Worldwide Security Pro-
tection (WSP) and Embassy Security, Con-
struction and Maintenance (ESCM) accounts 
in fiscal year 2011 (the Department of State’s 
two largest diplomatic security accounts), 
but the House of Representatives rec-
ommended a funding level that was $127.5 
million less than the President’s Budget re-
quest. The Senate restored $38 million of the 
funding in the final enacted appropriations 
bill for that year. In fiscal year 2012, the gap 
was larger: Congress enacted appropriations 
for diplomatic security that were $275 mil-
lion less than was requested. 

At the same time, Congress has generally 
been responsive in providing supplemental 
and Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) 
funds to the Department of State—more 
than $1.7 billion since 2007—in response to 
emergent, security-driven funding requests, 
although primarily for facilities in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan. However, there was 
no supplemental or OCO request made by the 
President for additional diplomatic security 
enhancements in FY2010 or FY2011. Neither 
the Department of State nor Congress made 
a point of providing additional funds in a 
supplemental request for Libya, or more spe-
cifically, Benghazi. 

Congress’ inability to appropriate funds in 
a timely manner has also had consequences 
for the implementation of security upgrades. 
RSO Nordstrom stated that Continuing Res-
olutions had two detrimental effects on ef-
forts to improve security in Benghazi. First, 
the Department of State would only allow 
funds to be expended at a rate of 80 percent 
of the previous year’s appropriations level, 
so as not to risk a violation of the Anti-Defi-
ciency Act. Second, in the absence of a sup-
plemental appropriations or reprogramming 
request, security funds for Benghazi had to 
be taken ‘‘out of hide’’ from funding levels 
for Libya because Benghazi was not included 
in previous budget requests. 

Recommendation: The Department of 
State should establish a mandatory process 
to determine what security standards are ap-
plicable to temporary facilities to ensure 
that they are adequately protected. 

Recommendation: In the future, more 
interagency joint assessments or analyses of 
security needs must be done for U.S. diplo-
matic facilities at greatest risk. A joint as-
sessment could not only improve our govern-
ment’s ability to identify security gaps, it 
would make all agencies more aware of as-
sets available to meet security challenges 
and those available to respond to a crisis. 

Recommendation: The Administration and 
Congress must work together to provide suf-
ficient, steady, and timely funding resources 
to secure diplomatic facilities and personnel 
worldwide. 

Finding 6. The Department of State did not 
adequately support security requests from 
its own security personnel in Benghazi. 

Throughout 2012, the number of DS agents 
temporarily deployed to Benghazi fluc-
tuated, decreasing to as low as one agent for 
a six week period in March and April 2012 due 
to visa problems. At the time of the attack, 
there were three DS agents who were sta-
tioned in Benghazi and two more who accom-
panied the Ambassador there from Tripoli. 
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RSO Nordstrom said that security personnel 
in Tripoli were sometimes used to augment 
Benghazi security when necessary. 

As conditions changed in late spring and 
early summer, officers in Tripoli and in 
Washington had good situational awareness 
of the growing threats in Libya and espe-
cially in Benghazi. However, the Department 
of State did not provide enough security to 
address the increased threats and did not 
adequately support field requests for addi-
tional security. For example, in March 2012 
the Tripoli Embassy had requested five full- 
time security positions for Benghazi. How-
ever, a day after sending this request, Nord-
strom was told that Washington had capped 
the number of agents in Benghazi at three, 
even though the request for five agents was 
consistent with the December 2011 action 
memo approved by Under Secretary Kennedy 
to extend the duration of the Benghazi facil-
ity. In addressing the March request for five 
DS agents, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Lamb questioned RSO Nordstrom about the 
fact that two of those five requested posi-
tions would be used for non-personnel secu-
rity related duties—one for driving and one 
to secure a computer. Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary Lamb asked that local employees be 
hired for these positions since they were ar-
guably not related to security. Later, two 
local nationals were hired to fulfill these du-
ties. In July Embassy officials in Tripoli re-
quested a minimum of three DS agents for 
Benghazi. 

Nordstrom also testified that he would 
have preferred to extend a DOD support 
team, which DOD provided to the Depart-
ment of State on a non-reimbursable basis, 
that was scheduled to depart in August 2012. 
The 16–person Site Security Team (SST) was 
stationed in Tripoli, but on occasion some of 
its members also helped with security in 
Benghazi. The team’s deployment had pre-
viously been extended twice. Nordstrom said 
he thought that requesting an extension 
would have ‘‘too much political cost,’’ and he 
was not told to do so. In July 2012, Nord-
strom had sent a request, via cable approved 
by Ambassador Stevens, for a minimum of 13 
temporary U.S. security personnel—which he 
said could be either DS employees or SST 
personnel, or a combination of both—to sup-
port needs in Tripoli. Nordstrom said he 
never received a response to that request. 
Though the Department of State never for-
mally asked DOD to extend the SST team, at 
the time of the attack several members of 
the SST were still in Tripoli for other pur-
poses, and two participated in the rescue ef-
fort the night of the attack. 

In the Department’s late 2011 plan describ-
ing a transition to ‘‘locally staffed oper-
ations,’’ one of the reasons given for that 
transition was that ‘‘DS does not have suffi-
cient resources to sustain the current level 
of the security assets in Libya.’’ Lamb com-
mented on this issue in her interview with 
the Committee, stating that it was hard to 
sustain large numbers of DS agents on short- 
term tours because there is not a floating 
pool of agents so that to fill a gap in Libya 
she needed to create a gap elsewhere. 

Finding 7. Despite the inability of the Lib-
yan government to fulfill its duties to secure 
the facility, the increasingly dangerous 
threat assessments, and a particularly vul-
nerable facility, the Department of State of-
ficials did not conclude the facility in 
Benghazi should be closed or temporarily 
shut down. That was a grevious mistake. 

The Department of State kept the 
Benghazi facility open despite the inability 
of the Libyan government to fulfill its duties 
to secure the facility and the increasingly 
dangerous threat environment that Amer-
ican intelligence described. Though diplo-
matic security officials in Libya repeatedly 

considered and discussed the adequacy of se-
curity at the Benghazi facility, we found no 
evidence that any official ever recommended 
closing the facility even though the facili-
ty’s vulnerability remained high, particu-
larly in relation to the limited number and 
quality of the security personnel on site in-
cluding the militia, the contracted guards, 
and DS agents on short-term assignments. 

In the months leading up to the September 
11, 2012 attack, U.S. personnel sitting on the 
Benghazi Emergency Action Committee 
(EAC)—the interagency entity responsible 
for assessing the security of the facility— 
met several times to discuss the growing 
threats in eastern Libya, and whether addi-
tional actions to protect U.S. personnel 
ought to be taken. As late as August 15, 2012, 
an EAC was convened and resolved to update 
the ‘‘tripwires’’ for the facility. The updates 
were to include a new category, ‘‘suspension 
of operations,’’ under which diplomatic per-
sonnel remain present at a post but limit ac-
tivity off U.S. grounds. Notes from that 
meeting show that joint security exercises 
were carried out with Annex security per-
sonnel that same month, and that condi-
tional manpower requests and the revised set 
of tripwires were sent to the Embassy in 
Tripoli for review. A Department of State 
document shared between officials in Tripoli 
show various ‘‘tripwires’’ in Benghazi were, 
in fact, set off weeks before September 11, 
2012. Following a bomb attack on a Libyan 
Army colonel in August, the principal U.S. 
diplomatic officer in Benghazi wrote that 
‘‘[g]iven our small size, there is really no dis-
tinction between authorized and ordered de-
parture from Benghazi: if we lose one more 
person, we will be ineffective . . . we are al-
ready at a skeleton crew.’’ 

Still, no additional security was provided 
to the facility in Benghazi and there was no 
ordered evacuation. RSO Nordstrom said the 
inability of the host nation to provide secu-
rity is a significant tripwire. Yet neither he 
nor, to his knowledge anyone else at the De-
partment of State, recommended the 
Benghazi post be closed. 

Despite the Department of State’s initial 
determination that the facility in Benghazi 
would be a temporary one, as time pro-
gressed, some Department of State officials 
believed U.S. diplomats needed to remain 
there longer than they initially expected. 
Just weeks before his death and even after 
there had been attacks against the facility 
and other western targets in Benghazi, Am-
bassador Stevens continued to make the case 
that the Department of State needed a long 
term presence in Benghazi. 

A number of other western governments 
also continued to maintain a presence in 
Benghazi throughout the summer and fall of 
2012. Under Secretary Kennedy noted that 
diplomats for Italy, France, Turkey and the 
United Nations remained in Benghazi during 
that time period. 

One option American officials did consider 
was co-locating the American government 
facilities in Benghazi. By December 27, 2011, 
officials had ‘‘come to the conclusion that 
co-location is the best and most economical 
option for’’ a continued presence in 
Benghazi. They also recognized that there 
were administrative hurdles to this—such as 
finding a suitable location large enough for 
the presence of all personnel. The ARB re-
port on the 1998 Nairobi and Dar es Salaam 
attacks recommended that, ‘‘When building 
new chanceries abroad, all U.S. government 
agencies, with rare exceptions, should be lo-
cated in the same compound.’’ The Depart-
ment of State should also examine whether 
similar standards should be adopted for the 
co-location of temporary facilities. 

Finding 8. The Department of Defense and 
the Department of State had not jointly as-

sessed the availability of U.S. assets to sup-
port the Temporary Mission Facility in 
Benghazi in the event of a crisis and al-
though DOD attempted to quickly mobilize 
its resources, it did not have assets or per-
sonnel close enough to reach Benghazi in a 
timely fashion. 

The Department of Defense (DOD) has a 
longstanding cooperative relationship with 
the Department of State, providing support 
for evacuation and security of diplomatic fa-
cilities. For Libya, responsibility for DOD 
support for diplomatic missions primarily 
rested with AFRICOM and its Combatant 
Commander, General Carter F. Ham, 
headquartered in Stuttgart, Germany. 
AFRICOM is one of DOD’s six geographic 
combatant commands and is responsible for 
all DOD operations, exercises, and security 
cooperation on the African continent (with 
the exception of Egypt), its island nations, 
and surrounding waters. The command is 
also responsible to the Secretary of Defense 
for military relations with 54 African na-
tions, the African Union, and African re-
gional security organizations. It was estab-
lished in February 2007 and became a stand- 
alone command in October 2008. The reason 
for establishing AFRICOM grew out of con-
cerns about DOD’s division of responsibility 
for Africa among three geographic com-
mands—European Command (EUCOM), Cen-
tral Command (CENTCOM), and Pacific 
Command (PACOM)—and worries that secu-
rity in Africa was receiving less attention 
than it required based on the increasing 
presence of Islamist extremists and terror-
ists there. 

Since its creation, AFRICOM has been in-
volved in a number of operations in Africa, 
with a focus on training African forces and 
engaging in counterterrorism activities in 
the Horn of Africa. Unlike many of the other 
geographical combatant commands, 
AFRICOM was developed to maintain a light 
footprint. It maintains a single base on the 
entire continent, in Djibouti. In the spring of 
2011, AFRICOM directed U.S. support to the 
NATO military operations in Libya, and in 
October 2011, it established a joint task force 
to command and control post-conflict U.S. 
operations related to Libya. Since DOD as-
sumes responsibility for evacuation of diplo-
matic personnel, U.S. citizens, and des-
ignated host nation and third country na-
tionals in crises, AFRICOM was responsible 
for working with Department of State offi-
cials in Libya to develop and coordinate 
Noncombatant Evacuation Operations (NEO) 
plans for the diplomatic facilities within the 
region. But the Department of State did not 
know how long it would take DOD to evac-
uate personnel at the Benghazi facility in 
the case of a crisis, naturally making it 
more difficult for the Department of State to 
ensure it had adequate security at the facil-
ity. 

In addition, General Ham did not have 
complete visibility of the extent and number 
of government personnel in Benghazi in the 
event that a NEO was required. If sufficient 
time had been available for such an evacu-
ation, we are concerned that this limitation 
could have impeded AFRICOM’s ability to 
respond and fulfill its mission responsibility. 

AFRICOM’s lack of operational assets near 
Benghazi hindered its capacity to evacuate 
U.S. personnel during the attacks. The 
Djibouti base was several thousand miles 
away. There was no Marine expeditionary 
unit, carrier group or a smaller group of U.S. 
ships closely located in the Mediterranean 
Sea that could have provided aerial or 
ground support or helped evacuate personnel 
from Benghazi. AFRICOM also lacked a dedi-
cated Commander’s In-extremis Force 
(CIF)—a specially trained force capable of 
performing no-notice missions. As a result, 
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General Ham was forced to call on the Euro-
pean Command’s CIF whose location in East-
ern Europe prevented it from getting to 
Benghazi before the four Americans were 
killed and all other U.S. personnel were 
evacuated. We note that AFRICOM later re-
ceived an independent CIF in October, 2012. 
DOD and AFRICOM tried to provide effective 
support on September 11th, but given the na-
ture of the attack in Benghazi and the dis-
tance of their assets from Benghazi, they 
were tragically unable to do so. 

Recommendation: DOD and the Depart-
ment of State must jointly perform com-
prehensive crisis defense and evacuation 
planning for personnel at U.S. diplomatic fa-
cilities worldwide, particularly in high risk 
environments to determine whether DOD can 
provide timely support and evacuation capa-
bilities, and assist the Department of State 
in deciding whether to keep facilities open. 

Recommendation: Because Africa has in-
creasingly become a haven for terrorist 
groups in places like Libya and Mali, DOD 
should provide more assets and personnel 
within range on land and sea to protect and 
defend both Americans and our allies on the 
African continent. 

Finding 9. Although the September 11, 2012 
attack in Benghazi was recognized as a ter-
rorist attack by the Intelligence Community 
and personnel at the Department of State 
from the beginning, Administration officials 
were inconsistent in stating publicly that 
the deaths in Benghazi were the result of a 
terrorist attack. 

One of the key lessons of this Committee’s 
six-year focus on the threat of violent 
Islamist extremism is that, in order to un-
derstand and counter the threat we face, we 
must clearly identify that threat. During the 
Committee’s investigation into the Fort 
Hood massacre, for example, we found sys-
temic problems with the way the military 
addressed violent Islamist extremism in its 
policies and procedures (treating this spe-
cific threat within the broader context of 
‘‘workplace violence’’). Similarly, while we 
welcomed the Administration’s release last 
year of a national strategy and implementa-
tion plan for countering radicalization do-
mestically, we expressed our disappointment 
in the Administration’s continued refusal to 
identify violent Islamist extremism as our 
enemy. The enemy is not a vague catchall of 
violent extremism, but a specific violent 
Islamist extremism. It is unfair to the vast 
majority of law-abiding Muslims not to dis-
tinguish between their peaceful religion and 
a twisted corruption of that religion used to 
justify violence. 

There are related lessons to be learned 
from the Administration’s public comments 
about Benghazi, which we believe contrib-
uted to the confusion in the public discourse 
after the attack about exactly what hap-
pened. 

The NCTC and U.S. law define terrorism as 
the ‘‘premeditated, politically motivated vi-
olence perpetrated against noncombatant 
targets by subnational groups or clandestine 
agents.’’ Senior officials from the IC, the De-
partment of State, and the FBI who partici-
pated in briefings and interviews with the 
Committee said they believed the attack on 
the mission facility in Benghazi to be a ter-
rorist attack immediately or almost imme-
diately after it occurred. The ODNI’s spokes-
man also has publicly said, ‘‘The intelligence 
community assessed from the very beginning 
that what happened in Benghazi was a ter-
rorist attack.’’ 

In short, regardless of questions about 
whether there had been a demonstration or 
protest outside the Temporary Mission Fa-
cility in advance of the attack, the extent to 
which the attacks were preplanned, or the 
role of an anti-Islamic video which had 

sparked protests at the U.S. embassy in 
Cairo and elsewhere earlier on September 
11th, there was never any doubt among key 
officials, including officials in the IC and the 
Department of State, that the attack in 
Benghazi was an act of terrorism. 

For example, two emails from the State 
Department Diplomatic Security Operations 
Center on the day of the attack, September 
11, and the day after, September 12, 2012, 
characterized the attack as an ‘‘initial ter-
rorism incident’’ and as a ‘‘terrorist event.’’ 
Agencies and offices responsible for ter-
rorism, including the National Counterter-
rorism Center (NCTC), the CIA’s Office of 
Terrorism Analysis, and the FBI’s Counter-
terrorism Division, were immediately in-
volved with gathering information about the 
attack. Indeed, how could there have been 
any doubt in anyone’s mind that, when a 
large number of armed men break into a U.S. 
diplomatic facility, set fire to its buildings, 
and fire mortars at Americans, that it is by 
definition a terrorist attack? 

However, the IC’s assessment was not re-
flected consistently in the public statements 
made by Administration officials, several of 
whom cited the ongoing investigation, in the 
week following the attack: 

On September 12th, Secretary of State Hil-
lary Clinton attributed the attack to ‘‘heav-
ily armed militants’’ who assaulted the com-
pound . . .’’ Her suspicion was that the peo-
ple involved in this ‘‘were looking to target 
Americans from the start.’’ She also noted 
that we ‘‘continue to apply pressure on Al 
Qaeda and other elements that are affiliated 
. . .’’ 

Also that September 12th President 
Obama, referring to the anti-Islamic video, 
said ‘‘we reject all efforts to denigrate the 
religious beliefs of others. But there is abso-
lutely no justification to this type of sense-
less violence . . .’’ He went on to add, ‘‘Of 
course, yesterday was already a painful day 
for our nation as we marked the solemn 
memory of the 9/11 attacks,’’ and that ‘‘No 
acts of terror will ever shake the resolve of 
this great nation, alter that character, or 
eclipse the light of the values that we stand 
for.’’ 

However, that same day, the President had 
the following exchanges with Steve Kroft in 
a taping for the CBS news program 60 Min-
utes: 

Mr. Kroft: Do you believe that this was a 
terrorist attack? 

The President: Well, it’s too early to know 
exactly how this came about, what group 
was involved, but obviously it was an attack 
on Americans and we are going to be work-
ing with the Libyan government to make 
sure that we bring these folks to justice one 
way or the other . . . 

Mr. Kroft: That doesn’t sound like your 
normal demonstration. 

The President: As I said, we’re still inves-
tigating exactly what happened, I don’t want 
to jump the gun on this. But—you’re right 
that this is not a situation that was—exactly 
the same as what happened in Egypt. And— 
my suspicion is—is that there are folks in-
volved in this who were looking to target 
Americans from the start. So we’re gonna— 
make sure that our first priority is to get 
our folks out safe, make sure that our em-
bassies are secured around the world. And 
then we are gonna go after—those folks who 
carried this out . . . 

This is also obviously a reminder that for 
all the progress that we’ve made in fighting 
terrorism, that we’re living in a volatile 
world. And, you know, our troops, but also 
our diplomats and our intelligence officers 
they’re putting their lives on the line every 
single day in some very dangerous cir-
cumstances . . . 

But I think we also also have to under-
stand that, we have to remain vigilant. And 

that even as we—continue to apply pressure 
on Al Qaeda and—other elements that are af-
filiated—that in big chunks of the world, in 
Northern Africa and the Middle East, you’ve 
got—a lot of dangerous characters. And 
we’ve got to make sure that we’re con-
tinuing to apply pressure on them . . . 

Two days later, during a September 14, 
2012, White House press briefing, Press Sec-
retary Jay Carney was asked to respond to 
senators’ characterizations of the incident as 
a terrorist attack following a briefing by 
Secretary Panetta and others: 

[Unidentified Reporter]: Jay, one last ques-
tion—while we were sitting here—Secretary 
Panetta and the Vice Chair of the Joint 
Chiefs briefed the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. And the senators came out and 
said their indication was that this, or the at-
tack on Benghazi was a terrorist attack or-
ganized and carried out by terrorists, that it 
was premeditated, a calculated act of terror. 
Levin said—Senator Levin—I think it was a 
planned, premeditated attack. The kind of 
equipment that they had used was evidence 
it was a planned, premeditated attack. Is 
there anything more you can—now that the 
administration is briefing senators on this, 
is there anything more you can tell us? 

Mr. Carney: Well, I think we wait to hear 
from administration officials. Again, it’s ac-
tively under investigation, both the 
Benghazi attack and incidents elsewhere. 
And my point was that we don’t have and did 
not have concrete evidence to suggest that 
this was not in reaction to the film. But 
we’re obviously investigating the matter, 
and I’ll certainly—I’m sure both the Depart-
ment of Defense and the White House and 
other places will have more to say about 
that as more information becomes available. 

Then, on September 16th, during one of 
several similar appearances on the Sunday 
news programs, Ambassador Susan Rice had 
the following exchange with David Gregory 
of NBC’s Meet the Press: 

Gregory: Can you say definitively that the 
attacks on—on our consulate in Libya that 
killed Ambassador Stevens and others there 
security personnel, that was spontaneous, 
was it a planned attack? Was there a ter-
rorist element to it? 

Ms. Rice: Well, let us—let me tell you 
the—the best information we have at 
present. First of all, there’s an FBI inves-
tigation which is ongoing. And we look to 
that investigation to give us the definitive 
word as to what transpired. But putting to-
gether the best information that we have 
available to us today our current assessment 
is that what happened in Benghazi was in 
fact initially a spontaneous reaction to what 
had just transpired hours before in Cairo, al-
most a copycat of—of the demonstrations 
against our facility in Cairo, which were 
prompted, of course, by the video. What we 
think then transpired in Benghazi is that op-
portunistic extremist elements came to the 
consulate as this was unfolding. They came 
with heavy weapons which unfortunately are 
readily available in post revolutionary 
Libya. And it escalated into a much more 
violent episode. Obviously, that’s—that’s our 
best judgment now. We’ll await the results of 
the investigation . . . 

On September 18th, President Obama said 
on the Late Show with David Letterman 
that ‘‘extremists and terrorists used this (re-
ferring again to the anti-Islamist video) as 
an excuse to attack a variety of our embas-
sies, including the consulate in Libya.’’ 

A definitive response to the question of 
whether Benghazi was a terrorist attack was 
given by NCTC Director Matthew Olsen dur-
ing a hearing before this Committee on Sep-
tember 19, 2012. Olsen was asked by the 
Chairman whether he ‘‘would say that Am-
bassador Stevens and the three other Ameri-
cans died as a result of a terrorist attack.’’ 
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Director Olsen responded that, ‘‘[c]ertainly, 
on that particular question, I would say yes. 
They were killed in the course of a terrorist 
attack’’ on our diplomatic mission in 
Benghazi. 

After Olsen’s September 19th appearance 
before the Committee, other Administration 
officials stated with more certainty that 
Benghazi was a terrorist attack. For exam-
ple: 

On September 19th, referring to Matthew 
Olsen’s statements that Benghazi was a ter-
rorist attack, Victoria Nuland stated ‘‘We 
stand by comments made by our intelligence 
community who has first responsibility for 
evaluating the intelligence and what they 
believe we are seeing.’’ 

On September 20th, Jay Carney said, ‘‘It is, 
I think, self-evident that what happened in 
Benghazi was a terrorist attack. Our em-
bassy was attacked violently, and the result 
was four deaths of American officials. So 
again, that’s self evident . . . ’’ 

On September 21st, Secretary Clinton said, 
‘‘What happened in Benghazi was a terrorist 
attack, and we will not rest until we have 
tracked down and brought to justice the ter-
rorist who murdered four Americans.’’ 

On September 24th, however, when one of 
the co-hosts of the television program The 
View asked the President to clarify what she 
perceived to be discrepancies in the public 
record regarding the Administration’s posi-
tion about whether Benghazi attack was an 
act of terrorism, the President’s answer was 
not as definitive: 

Joy Behar: It was reported that people just 
went crazy and wild because of this anti- 
Muslim movie, or anti-Muhammad, I guess, 
movie. But then I heard Hillary Clinton say 
that it was an act of terrorism. Is it? What 
do you say? 

The President: Well, we’re still doing an 
investigation. There’s no doubt that the kind 
of weapons that were used, the ongoing as-
sault, that it wasn’t just a mob action. Now, 
we don’t have all the information yet, so 
we’re still gathering it. But what’s clear is 
that around the world, there’s still a lot of 
threats out there. And that’s why we have to 
maintain the strongest military in the 
world. That’s why we can’t let down our 
guard when it comes to the intelligence work 
that we do, and staying on top of not just al 
Qaeda—the traditional al Qaeda in Pakistan 
and Afghanistan—but all these various 
fringe groups that have started to develop 
. . . 

Director Olsen’s statement on September 
19, 2012 before this Committee was also sig-
nificant because he mentioned ties to al 
Qaeda. He said: 

At this point, what I would say is that a 
number of different elements appear to have 
been involved in the attack, including indi-
viduals connected to militant groups that 
are prevalent in eastern Libya, particularly 
in the Benghazi area. As well, we are looking 
at indications that individuals involved in 
the attack may have had connections to al 
Qaeda or al Qaeda’s affiliates, in particular 
al Qaeda in Islamic Maghreb. 

Olsen’s acknowledgement was important 
because, in talking points that were prepared 
the previous week by the IC for Congress, a 
line saying ‘‘we know’’ that individuals asso-
ciated with al Qaeda or its affiliates partici-
pated in the attacks had been changed to 
say: ‘‘There are indications that extremists 
participated,’’ dropping the reference to al 
Qaeda and its affiliates altogether. Members 
of the IC differed over whether or not this in-
formation should remain classified. It is nev-
ertheless noteworthy that the analyst who 
drafted the original talking points—a vet-
eran career analyst in the intelligence com-
munity believed it was appropriate to in-
clude a reference to al Qaeda in the unclassi-

fied talking points. The senior analyst con-
cluded that the information could be made 
public because of the claims of responsibility 
made by Ansar al-Sharia, which has been 
publicly linked to al Qaeda. 

In addition to the change deleting al- 
Qaeda, a reference to ‘‘attacks’’ in Benghazi 
was changed to ‘‘demonstrations.’’ Director 
of National Intelligence (DNI) James Clapper 
and representatives from the CIA, the State 
Department, NCTC and the FBI told this 
Committee that the changes characterizing 
the attacks as ‘‘demonstrations’’ and remov-
ing references to al-Qaeda or its affiliates 
were made within the CIA and the IC, while 
the change from ‘‘we know’’ to ‘‘indications’’ 
was made in response to an FBI request. 
They also testified that no changes were 
made for political reasons, that there was no 
attempt to mislead the American people 
about what happened in Benghazi, and that 
the only change made by the White House 
was to change a reference of ‘‘consulate’’ to 
‘‘mission.’’ 

To provide a full account of the changes 
made to the talking points, by whom they 
were made and why, DNI Clapper offered to 
provide the Committee with a detailed 
timeline regarding the development of the 
talking points. At the time of writing this 
report, despite repeated requests, the Com-
mittee had yet to receive this timeline. Ac-
cording to a senior IC official, the timeline 
has not been delivered as promised because 
the Administration has spent weeks debating 
internally whether or not it should turn over 
information considered ‘‘deliberative’’ to the 
Congress. The September 28, 2012 public 
statement from the ODNI confirmed the IC’s 
judgment ‘‘that some of those involved were 
linked to groups affiliated with, or sympa-
thetic to al Qa’ida.’’ 

We anticipate that the ongoing investiga-
tion into these attacks by the FBI will pro-
vide important new details about exactly 
which violent Islamist extremists carried 
out the attack, the extent to which it was 
planned, and their precise motivations. But 
as everyone now acknowledges, there is no 
doubt that Benghazi was indeed a deliberate 
and organized terrorist attack on our nation. 
If the fact that Benghazi was indeed a ter-
rorist attack had been made clear from the 
outset by all Administration and Executive 
Branch spokespeople, there would have been 
much less confusion and division in the pub-
lic response to what happened there on Sep-
tember 11, 2012. 

Much of the public discussion about the 
Benghazi attack has focused on whether a 
protest took place in Benghazi prior to the 
attack. While the IC worked feverishly in the 
days after the attack to identify the per-
petrators of the attack, they did not place a 
high priority on determining with certainty 
whether a protest had in fact occurred. The 
IC’s preliminary conclusion was that there 
had been a protest outside of the mission 
prior to the attack, making this assessment 
based on open source news reports and on 
other information available to intelligence 
agencies. The IC later revised its assessment 
and the Accountability Review Board has 
since ‘‘concluded that no protest took place 
before the Special Mission and Annex at-
tacks.’’ 

The unnecessary confusion in public state-
ments about what happened that night with 
regards to an alleged protest should have 
ended much earlier than it did. Key evidence 
suggesting the absence of a protest was not 
widely shared as early as it could have been, 
creating or contributing to confusion over 
whether this was a peaceful protest that 
evolved into something more violent or a 
terrorist attack by an opportunistic enemy 
looking for the most advantageous moments 
to strike. 

As early as September 15th, the Annex 
team that had been in Benghazi during the 
attack reported there had been no protest. 
This information was apparently not shared 
broadly, and to the extent that it was 
shared, it apparently did not outweigh the 
evidence decribed above that there was a 
protest. The next day, the President of 
Libya’s General National Congress, 
Mohamed Yousef el-Magariaf, also stated on 
the CBS News show Face the Nation that the 
attack was planned and involved Al Qaeda 
elements. 

On September 15th and 16th, officials from 
the FBI conducted face-to-face interviews in 
Germany of the U.S. personnel who had been 
on the compound in Benghazi during the at-
tack. The U.S. personnel who were inter-
viewed saw no indications that there had 
been a protest prior to the attack. Informa-
tion from those interviews was shared on a 
secure video teleconference on the afternoon 
of the 16th with FBI and other IC officials in 
Washington; it is unclear whether the ques-
tion of whether a protest took place was dis-
cussed during this video conference. 

Information from those interviews was 
written into FBI FD–302 interrogation re-
ports and sent back to the FBI headquarters. 
Nearly a week later, on or around September 
22nd, key information from those interroga-
tion reports was disseminated by the FBI in 
Intelligence Information Reports (IIRs) to 
other agencies within the IC. By that date, 
however, the IC had already received conclu-
sive proof via other means that there had 
been no protest prior to the attack, in the 
form of video evidence from the facility’s 
CCTV cameras. 

We also found documentation that one DS 
agent apparently concluded there had been 
no protest as early as September 18th. On 
that date, a State Department DS agent who 
had seen national press reporting about the 
attacks asked an agent at the DS Command 
Center in an email, ‘‘Was there any rioting 
in Benghazi reported prior to the attack?’’ 
The reply from the Command Center agent: 
‘‘Zip, nothing, nada.’’ 

Recommendation: When terrorists attack 
our country, either at home or abroad, Ad-
ministration officials should speak clearly 
and consistently about what has happened. 
While specific details and a full accounting 
cannot be provided until the government has 
completed its investigation, the fact that a 
terrorist attack occurred must be commu-
nicated with clarity. 

Finding 10. As discussed earlier, the talk-
ing points about the September 11th attack 
in Benghazi which were issued by the Intel-
ligence Community on September 14th in re-
sponse to a request by the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, were the 
subject of much of the confusion and division 
in the discussion of the attack. That confu-
sion and division were intensified by the fact 
that the talking points were issued before 
the IC had a high degree of confidence about 
what happened in Benghazi and in the midst 
of a national political campaign. 

Recommendation: While the Intelligence 
Community’s primary mission is to inform 
the appropriate officials of the executive and 
legislative branches of our government about 
events that affect our security, it is not the 
responsibility of the IC to draft talking 
points for public consumption—especially in 
the heat of a political campaign—and we 
therefore recommend that the IC decline to 
do so in the future. 

CONCLUSION 
The deaths of Ambassador Stevens and 

three other Americans at the hands of ter-
rorists is a tragic reminder that the fight 
our country is engaged in with Islamist ex-
tremists and terrorists is not over. U.S. and 
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Western diplomats, and other personnel op-
erating in the Middle East and other coun-
tries where these terrorists use violence to 
further their extremist agenda and thwart 
democratic reforms are increasingly at risk. 

We hope this report will help contribute to 
the ongoing discussion that our nation must 
have about how best to protect the brave 
men and women who serve our country 
abroad and how to win this war that will 
continue for years to come. We owe it to our 
public servants abroad to protect them as 
they work to protect us. The government of 
the U.S. failed tragically to fulfill that re-
sponsibility in Benghazi on September 11, 
2012. We hope the findings and recommenda-
tions we have made in this Special Report 
will help ensure that such a failure never 
happens again. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the chairman of the 
Homeland Security Committee, Sen-
ator JOE LIEBERMAN, in submitting for 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD our inves-
tigative report on the terrorist attack 
against the U.S. mission in Benghazi, 
Libya, that claimed the lives of four 
Americans who were serving our coun-
try. This report is indeed the last ini-
tiative the chairman and I will produce 
together. It is the final work product of 
10 years of cooperation and collabora-
tion and was authored in the same bi-
partisan spirit as our investigations 
into the attack at Fort Hood and into 
the Government’s response to Hurri-
cane Katrina, among many others. 

I will so miss working with Chairman 
LIEBERMAN. He is an extraordinary 
Senator who has contributed so much 
during his years in the Senate and as a 
leader of our committee. Sadly, our 
last official act together was prompted 
by the terrorist attack in Benghazi on 
September 11 of this year that took the 
lives of our Ambassador and three 
other brave Americans. Our findings 
and recommendations are based on the 
extensive investigative work the com-
mittee has conducted since shortly 
after the attack of September 11, 2012, 
including meetings with senior and 
midlevel government officials; reviews 
of literally thousands of pages of docu-
ments, both classified and unclassified, 
provided by the Department of State, 
the Department of Defense, and the in-
telligence community; a review of 
written responses to questions posed by 
our committee to numerous agencies; 
our consultations with security experts 
and former officials; and our review of 
publicly available documents. 

Our investigation found that the ter-
rorists essentially walked right into 
the Benghazi compound, unimpeded, 
and set it ablaze due to extremely poor 
security in a threat environment that 
was indeed ‘‘flashing red,’’ in the words 
of a high-ranking State Department of-
ficial. 

As we all recognize, the ultimate re-
sponsibility for this atrocity lies with 
the terrorists who attacked our dip-
lomats. Nevertheless, there are several 
lessons we must learn from this trag-
edy if we are to make our diplomats 
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safer in the future. It is in that spirit 
that we are putting our unclassified re-
port into the RECORD so that we can 
share it with our colleagues and with 
the American people. We will have 
more to say about our specific findings 
and recommendations when we release 
the report tomorrow. 

In the months leading up to the at-
tack, it was well known in Washington 
that Benghazi was increasingly dan-
gerous and at risk for a significant at-
tack. 

Our mission facility in Benghazi was 
itself the target of two prior attacks 
involving improvised explosive devices, 
including an April attack in which one 
current and one former contract guard 
at the facility were suspects, and a 
June attack that blew a hole in the pe-
rimeter wall. 

There were also multiple attacks on 
other western targets, including a June 
attack in which a rocket propelled gre-
nade was fired at the convoy of the 
British ambassador to Libya, injuring 
two British bodyguards. Yet, the State 
Department failed to take adequate 
steps to reduce the facility’s vulner-
ability to a terrorist attack of this 
kind. 

While the Department and the Intel-
ligence Community lacked specific in-
telligence about this attack, the State 
Department should not have waited 
for—or expected—specific warnings be-
fore increasing its security in 
Benghazi, a city awash with weapons 
and violent extremists. 

Our report also underscores the need 
for the Intelligence Community to en-
hance its focus on violent Islamist ex-
tremist groups in the region to im-
prove the likelihood of obtaining such 
intelligence. 

The lesson about over-dependence on 
such intelligence, however, is not new. 
The independent Accountability Re-
view Board reports following the 1998 
attacks on our embassies in Africa 
found that ‘‘both the intelligence and 
policy communities relied excessively 
on tactical intelligence to determine 
the level of potential terrorist threats 
to posts worldwide,’’ yet prior security 
reviews and ‘‘previous experience 
indicate[d] that terrorist attacks are 
often not preceded by warning intel-
ligence.’’ The State Department must 
finally take this lesson to heart. 

The State Department failed to im-
plement adequate security measures to 
account for the fact that there was no 
reasonable expectation that the host 
government—Libya—would protect our 
diplomats. There was an overreliance 
on the rule of international law when 
Benghazi was operating under the rule 
of militias outside the effective control 
of the central Libyan government. 

The unreliability and conflicting loy-
alties of the Libyan militia and the un-
armed Blue Mountain guards hired to 
protect the facility are deeply trou-
bling, especially since this problem was 
recognized long before the attack. De-
spite evidence that they were not de-
pendable, American personnel were 

forced to rely upon them far too much. 
For example, in August, State Depart-
ment personnel in Benghazi stated that 
‘‘[m]ission opinion is that Libyan secu-
rity forces are indifferent to the safety 
needs of the U.S. mission.’’ This proved 
all too true. 

When a host nation cannot ade-
quately protect our diplomats, the 
State Department must provide addi-
tional security measures of its own, ur-
gently press the host government to 
upgrade its security forces, or remove 
U.S. personnel until appropriate steps 
can be taken to provide adequate secu-
rity. It is telling that the British gov-
ernment removed its personnel from 
Benghazi after the attack on its am-
bassador. 

Too often, the State Department 
failed to sufficiently respond to—or 
even ignored—repeated requests from 
those on the ground in Benghazi for se-
curity resources, especially for more 
personnel. 

Ironically, the challenges facing the 
security personnel in Benghazi were 
well summarized in a March 2012 write- 
up from the top U.S. security officer in 
Benghazi as he sought to recognize his 
security agents with a meritorious 
honor award. The official justified the 
award based upon the fact that, ‘‘Agent 
ingenuity took over where funding and 
Department restrictions left off.’’ 

The temporary and junior security 
personnel in Benghazi pleaded for more 
help from Washington and Tripoli, but 
they were forced to make do on their 
own. 

The Department must also reassess 
its local guard programs, particularly 
the use at high-risk posts of local 
guard contractors who do not meet 
standards necessary for the protection 
of our personnel or facilities. 

I have previously noted the parallels 
and repeated mistakes identified in the 
report on the 1998 bombings of our em-
bassies in Kenya and Tanzania, and we 
include several of these in our report. 
One of the recurring lessons is that the 
President and Congress must work to-
gether to ensure that we appropriately 
fund security for the State Depart-
ment. 

We have seen finger pointing about 
the lack of resources for embassy secu-
rity, but the budget is a shared respon-
sibility. The inadequate security in 
Benghazi was a product of both budgets 
approved by Congress and of the desire 
of the administration for a light foot-
print. 

Overall, appropriations for the De-
partment of State’s security have in-
creased by 27 percent since 2007 and 
Congress has generally been responsive 
in providing supplemental and Over-
seas Contingency Operations—OCO— 
funds to the Department of State. But, 
there was no supplemental or OCO re-
quest made by the President for addi-
tional embassy security enhancements 
in the last three years. 

The administration must reevaluate 
its budget priorities, and since the 
Benghazi attack, Secretary Clinton is 

undertaking such a review. She has 
asked to reprogram $1.4 billion of the 
FY13 budget request to jump start this 
effort. 

The lack of resources is just one of a 
number of factors we identified in our 
report that contributed to a perfect 
storm on the night of September 11. 

Our report also calls for the State 
Department to work more closely with 
the Department of Defense and the in-
telligence community to improve the 
security of our diplomats in high- 
threat areas when our national inter-
ests require their presence. When a 
host nation cannot protect our per-
sonnel, the Department of State must 
work more effectively with the Depart-
ment of Defense to assign and deploy 
military assets, such as Marine Secu-
rity Guards, and plan for contingencies 
in the event of an attack. 

One of our findings is that, while the 
Defense Department attempted to mo-
bilize its resources quickly, it had nei-
ther the personnel nor other assets 
close enough to reach Benghazi in a 
timely fashion. Indeed, as we learned, 
the Combatant Commander of U.S. Af-
rica Command did not have complete 
visibility regarding the number of U.S. 
government personnel in Benghazi who 
would require evacuation in the event 
of an attack. 

Our diplomats are increasingly being 
called on to serve in dangerous posts, 
in countries where emerging democ-
racies lack the ability to protect U.S. 
personnel and where terrorists and ex-
tremist factions harbor antipathy to-
ward the West. The U.S. cannot afford 
to retreat entirely from dangerous 
places where our country’s interests 
are at stake, nor is it possible or smart 
to transform every diplomatic post 
into a fortress. 

The absence of reasonable time-test-
ed security measures is, however, unac-
ceptable in such high-risk countries. 
When a host nation cannot adequately 
protect our diplomats or if the State 
Department and other U.S. agencies 
cannot work together to provide appro-
priate security, we cannot ignore the 
option of temporarily removing U.S. 
personnel until appropriate steps can 
be taken to provide adequate security. 

Finally, our report concludes that 
the attack in Benghazi was recognized 
as a terrorist attack by the intel-
ligence community from the beginning. 

Nonetheless, administration officials 
were inconsistent in stating publicly 
that the deaths in Benghazi were the 
result of a terrorist attack. If the fact 
that Benghazi was indeed a terrorist 
attack had been made clear from the 
outset by the administration, there 
would have been much less confusion 
about what happened in Benghazi that 
terrible night. The attack clearly was 
not a peaceful protest in response to a 
hateful anti-Muslim video that evolved 
into a violent incident. It was a ter-
rorist attack by an opportunistic 
enemy. 

This, too, is not a new lesson. One of 
the key lessons of this Committee’s 6- 
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year focus on the threat of violent 
Islamist extremism is that, in order to 
understand and counter the threat we 
face, we must clearly identify that 
threat. We have repeatedly expressed 
our disappointment in the administra-
tion’s reluctance to identify violent 
Islamist extremism as our enemy— 
while making the sharp distinction be-
tween the peaceful religion of Islam 
and a twisted corruption of that reli-
gion used to justify violence. The ad-
ministration’s inconsistent statements 
about whether this was a terrorist at-
tack are symptomatic of this recurring 
problem. We hope this lesson will fi-
nally be heeded. 

Ultimately, it is with the goal of ena-
bling continued U.S. engagement 
around the world to support our own 
national interests that we offer our 
findings and recommendations regard-
ing the terrorist attacks in Benghazi, 
Libya, on September 11, 2012. The men 
and women who serve our country in 
dangerous posts deserve no less. 

Mr. President, I thank the chairman 
for his extraordinary work on this very 
important project. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, first, I 
thank both of my colleagues for their 
diligent work. They committed them-
selves to this work, and I appreciate it. 
They keep us all informed. 

(The remarks of Mr. MANCHIN per-
taining to the introduction of (S. 3714) 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

f 

INCREASING AMERICAN JOBS 
THROUGH GREATER EXPORTS TO 
AFRICA 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 
with the intention of asking consent 
for the immediate consideration of pas-
sage of S. 2215, the Increasing Amer-
ican Jobs Through Greater Exports to 
Africa Act that I have introduced in 
the Senate with Senators BOOZMAN, 
COONS, CARDIN, and LANDRIEU. It is 
being sponsored and led in the House of 
Representatives by Congressman CHRIS 
SMITH and Congresswoman KAREN 
BASS. 

It is a straightforward and bipartisan 
bill that tackles a very serious problem 
by specifically making sure that Amer-
ican companies have the ability to 
compete in the growing African mar-
ket. Economists have called this the 
next frontier, and it is hungry for 
American goods and services. It is also 
a market that others are competing for 
too often at the expense of American 
businesses, American employees, 
American products, and American val-
ues. 

China, in particular, has an aggres-
sive strategy to help its companies in-
vest in Africa, leaving a troubling foot-
print across the continent of its eco-
nomic, labor, environmental, and gov-
ernance values and standards. The loss 
to American workers and American in-

fluence on the continent is enormous 
and inexcusable. That is why we intro-
duced this bill to make sure a senior 
administration official brings des-
perately needed coordination and lead-
ership to the U.S. export strategies in 
Africa. It also makes sure the various 
agencies, such as the Department of 
Commerce, the Export-Import Bank, 
the Department of State, and others 
are fully engaged in helping foster U.S. 
investment in Africa. 

For months we have been working 
with various committees of the House 
and Senate on this effort. I want to no-
tably thank JOHN KERRY of Massachu-
setts and Senator DICK LUGAR of Indi-
ana for seeing its unanimous support 
through the Foreign Relations Sub-
committee was secure—as well as the 
Banking and Financing Committees for 
their help in allowing us to go forward. 

The bill cleared the hotline on the 
Democratic side some time ago, and we 
worked with a number of our Repub-
lican colleagues to address many le-
gitimate concerns. So imagine my dis-
appointment at this closing hour when 
I learned that there is a new Repub-
lican hold blocking this bill at the very 
last minute. 

Mr. President, you have been to Afri-
ca. You know what we are facing. This 
is a continent which is emerging in the 
21st century in a way that we never 
imagined. It is surprising to some to 
learn that when they try to project for-
ward where the economic growth in the 
world will occur in the next 10 or 20 
years, 60 percent of that growth will be 
in Africa. Many people still view it in 
a stereotypical context of some back-
ward continent of people with limited 
resources and limited ability. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. 

Africa is going to emerge in the 21st 
century. The question is, Will the 
United States be there as a trading 
partner sharing not only our goods and 
services but our values? We ought to 
take heed to the fact that the Chinese 
are there, and their role is growing. If 
we step back and allow the Chinese to 
master this continent at our expense, 
we will pay for it for generations. They 
will literally have ensconced them-
selves in this economy in so many dif-
ferent ways. 

Currently, they are making what 
they call concessional loans, which 
means discount loans. If they want to 
build a stadium in Addis Ababa, Ethi-
opia, go see the Chinese. If they need to 
borrow $100,000 or $100 million, what-
ever it happens to be, they will give it 
to them. They just need to pay them 
back 70 percent of what they bor-
rowed—only 70 percent. How could the 
Ethiopians say no? 

Then the Chinese say: On one condi-
tion; the contractor is going to be from 
China and at least half of the employ-
ees will be Chinese employees, as will 
the engineering firm, the agricultural 
firm, and all of the different agencies 
of the private sector that come in to 
build this stadium. Then when it is fin-
ished, they don’t leave. They stick 

around to bid on the next project. They 
become an integral part of the econ-
omy of that nation at the expense of 
the United States. 

What should we do about it? Noth-
ing? After hearing this story in Ethi-
opia, I came back and gathered the 
American agencies that promote ex-
ports to Africa. It turned out there 
were a half dozen of them. They were 
glad to see one another. They don’t get 
together that often. I asked them what 
they were doing. They said they each 
have concerns, and they are doing a lit-
tle of this and a little of that but no 
coordination. 

How many speeches have we heard 
about the waste of government and 
taxpayer dollars because of the fum-
bling and uncoordinated effort by our 
government. That is why I introduced 
this bill to avoid that. 

The purpose of this bill is to dramati-
cally increase exports to Africa, to use 
existing resources at existing agencies 
to achieve it, and to make sure that at 
the end of the day we create more jobs 
in America and more businesses suc-
cessfully exporting goods and services 
to that great continent. At the end of 
the day, the Africans will have quality 
products, goods, and services, and there 
will be more jobs in the United States. 
What is wrong with that equation? Ob-
viously, there is at least one Senator 
who thinks it is a bad idea, and he has 
put a hold on this bill after I spent 
months working to clear it through all 
of the committees in the hopes that we 
could have this bipartisan bill. 

This is a bill that is supported and 
sponsored by Republican subcommittee 
chairman CHRIS SMITH over in the 
House of Representatives. This is sup-
posed to be what we are about—to 
come up with a bipartisan effort, an ef-
fort that will create jobs in America, 
coordinate existing agencies, and open 
new markets for America’s goods and 
services that will benefit every State 
in the Union. That is what I set out to 
do. 

I am so close to getting it done. One 
Senator is going to object. It is unfor-
tunate after all of the work we put into 
this that they would stop this bill. I 
hope the Senator will reconsider his 
position. I have an official request that 
I am going to make at this point. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of Calendar No. 536, S. 2215; 
that the committee-reported substitute 
amendment be withdrawn; the Durbin 
substitute amendment which is at the 
desk be agreed to; the bill, as amended, 
be read a third time and passed; the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate, and any statements relating to 
this measure be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, I wish to make 
just a couple observations and explain 
why I am going to object. 
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